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STUDY OF FITHESS REPORTING

Approach Used

A study of the effectiveness of the current Fitness Reporting
Systen wes accamplished through the examination of & representative
sample of wontnessl\zpocrtscompletedduringl%Oandthrm@the
review of couments and suggestions on fitness reporting received volun-
tarily or upon request from supervisors, personnel officers, and
employees. In addition the statistical distribution of ratings on
overall performance for*eports prepared during 1960 vas tabu-
T5tad and enclyzed. The conclusions of this review and the guggestions
advanced to correct deficiencies noted sre set forth in the following
sections.

Rating Standards

A. Tabulations of the distribution of fitness report ratings on
Performanee of Specific Duties, Oversll Performence and Description
of the Buployee ere presented in Tabs B-1, 2, 3 and 4. They show
the following:

(1) Performance of Specific Duties

Te ratings given to three specific duties were used for this
analysis. The prafiles for the three major directorates show
a very close similarity in the use of the seven degree rating
scale (Tab B-1). Rsting Fumber One, Unsatisfactory, was not
used at all, and Rating Number Seven, Outstanding, was used
to a remarkably close degree. The percentage of use of
Ratings Three, Four, Five and Six were very close for the
ID/I and DD/P whereas in the DD/S area lower ratings were
given. A comparative distribution of the ratings of the
£irst three specifie duties of a proportionate sample from
each of the individual career services of the three major
directorates is presemted in Teb B-4. This reveals the

peme pattern as mentioned immediately sbove. This ansalysis
also included a breskdown by the following grade groupings:
G8 6-8; GS 9-11; end G5 12-13. A direct relationship of
higher ratings for higher grades was evident.
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(2) Overall Performance in Current Fosition

BatingovaerallPerformanceemployedthemofasix-degree
reting scale. Asinthecaseottheleven-degree a8cale usaed for
rating Specifie Performance, BatingN\mberOnewaausedextremely
infrequently (Tab B-2). While there was a high of simi-

The distribution of Overall Ratings by major directorate was
very similar to those for Specific Performance. The ID/I and
ID/P assigned more ratings at the two higher levels of rating,
Superior and Outstanding, than the ID/S; however, the three
directorates compare very closely when the three top levels of
rating are combined.

(3) Description of the Employee

grade grouping standpoint. The highest rating, Five, Outstanding,
vas assigned to approximately twenty percent of the items rated.
This is a considerably greater use of the Outstanding Rating

for this purpose than in the evaluation of the Performance of
Specific Duties or Overall Performance. Characteristic of this
analysis the individual ID/I and DD/P Career Services

the two higher ratings, Above Average Degree and Outs

Degree, more frequently then those of the /s, (Tadb B-k).

(3) Te averages for all ratings for each of these rating categories
are as follows:

Rating Category Rating Scale Agency Average
(Seven Degree Scale)

Specific Duties L Competent 5.0 Excellent
5 Excellent
6 Superior

(81x Degree Scale)

Overall Performance &4 Clearly Exceeds k.3
Requirements
S Superior in Every
Important Respect

(Pive Degree Seale)

Description of the E Normal Degree 4.0 Above Aversge
Employee Above Average
5 Outsteanding
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3. The nature of ths disteribubtion of Fltsees Report watings ard averages
in the foregoing might railla cuesiions aud pofant to conclusions such an
%12 folloving:

(1 Tze use of thvee sevarate rating ccales of five, six and
gevon degrees mekos 1t Qirficult for a Supervisor to apply
ctandards cleaxly acd uciformily to tae tkrec scparate rating
categories vsod ia tie revort.

(2) In the vee of Fiirvecs Reports for nerscnael monagenent purposes,
a difficulty, siwlleor to treal in () above, exists causing mapagecent
cfficlals v wruslly Pocus on the roting for Overall Pexformance, ard
the marrutive stoutc.cat in their intexoratavion of a Fitnessg Repors.

(3) Inagrueh a5 the serfermarce of zcarly all Ageney persornel
clearly or grectly oxececés the reguirenents of their positicus,
are our people cvercualified for the work? Or, are our stardards
of performance esteblinted too low? Or, is the terminology used
for cur rating ntardexds confusing ard unclear? (Ye bave long
mainteined that cur qualifleations standards are high and tks
requirewents of mest of our work AiCPicult and demanding. )

%) Reviewing Officials may be encouragivg unrealistic rating
practices by tkheir follure to Play an active role in the application
of rating stardurds ard contribution to the evaluation of the
individual.

(5) Rating officlals may be inadequately trained in the important
supervisory fuanction of amployee cvaluation and fitness reporting.

C. Although some validity may be accorded to each of the above possible
conclusions, there are & numker of extenuating circumstances which also
must be given careful consideraticn in any attempt to improve our rating
practices:

(1) Difficulty 1in stating, understanding and interpretating
rating standards ie not limited to CIA but has long existed in
other agencies, the military services and in private organizations.
Despite constant efforts to achieve valid rating programs, no one
system has yet emerged as conspiciocusly successful. Our current
fitness report form is generally regarded as superior to or at
least as good as any previously used.

(2) In CIA, it is difficult to provide adeguate recognition for
individuals who perform well. The Fitness Report thus serves an
important purpose of recognizing on the record good or exceptional
achievement and performance. The trend, understandably, has been

relations. This approach has been Justified particularly for

enall overseas units where close and bharmonious supervisor-employee
association is imperative to successful operation.
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oterderds ol poclormanes. Chirsetor Glealdly, owr oypsten s
tong vesesnissd that whe canadiliitices of the imdividvnl influemca
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(&) Pexplexing wwoblems Mave wricen whon Corcer Sexvice officlils
have ecught e wim cdverse setlen agpinst on eployes Lranikly
cclnoriedged %o be cuWstantard but whone Pitwecs Report faith-
ully docwments nis nerfermonce and capabllity over the yoar
eonsistently Clutlnguishes.

(5) In recosnitica of the veed Por improving exfsting ecployee
evaluation mractices, several of ovy Caresr Service Hesds and
opereting officicls lwve made and are raling gemuire and aggressive
efforts to obtain xcalistie ratings. BSooe successes have beea
achieved, but o uniied, Agener-wide ¢fPovt in this regpact Asg
not beer unfertaten.

najor read ustments in mting vbhile contiming to nsa the existing vating
seales anéd fora.

Fumerieal Reting Scalss

The current Pitress Report Form, Tab R-5 s User semarata and inde-
rendently defined rating scales for eveluating verformanee of Sueci__f_'}_g
Duties, Overall Performance, and Emplovee Characterigtics in Ssctions
B, C and D, respectively. The seales have seven, six, and Tive deorees
of discrimination in oxrder to eliminate standardization or direct ccm-
varison between the respeciive faectors rated. In rractice;, hovaver, the
veriance in rating secales and the neeessity to wse a difiervent ad jectival
or descriptive definition of the secale for each part of the Piinens Renord
have caunsged caomplications and umisunderstandings and detracied from the
accepuanee of the Report. Some of the couplicetions may have raculted
from the fact that, based on s strict cauparison 6f the degree definitions,
there axe literally nine (9) distinguishable degrees of ratings now in use.
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Camuents recoived from supsrvisocrs, persconnel officers, and employees
(including several irdepardent caployee ounzestions guomitted under the
Susmontions Awards Program) favor simpliricaticn and standardization of

tke rating scale. Accordingly tke revised rating scale propesed in Section
B is Gesigned to elimipate difficulties ceccasiored by tha incongrucus rating
scales im the presert form.

4. Content and Format of the Fituecs Renort

The following paragraphbs summarize findings with respect to the
effectiveness of the verious major sectioms of the Current Fltness
Report, Form %5, Tab 5, and cutline recommended changes. A reviced
Form 45, incorporating the changes, is attacked as Tab B-6.

(1) Section A - General Form 45

This section covers basic data identifying the employese and
and his status. Changes are required to indicate category of
‘employee to replace section currently titled "Career Staff Status".

(2) There was general agreement that specific major duties warrant
individual evaluatinn on an adjective scale, but tke current seven
degree rating must be esimplified. There was also a proposal that
each specific duty receive a narrative evaluation. A five degree
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(3)

(%)

seale has been provided in the proposed form, however, e narrative
evaluation of specific duties is nmot plenned. The revised instruc-
tions state that a rater may use Section C, Narrative Deseription
of Job Performence (proposed form) for comments regarding & specific
duty by direct reference to that duty.

Section C -~ Evaluation of Overall Performsnece

The concensus was that an edjective rating seale for evaluating
overall performence was essential to the paposes a fitness report
should serve in the Agency. Most comments reeeived emphagized that

othersotsimﬂa.rlcvulandtypeofmkincnaawelluammt
hie Job--not with the population at large. This comparison can only
bemadevithinaframevorkoftherater'sknwladgeofothnrpeople
doing similer work. The same five-degree rating scale that is used
for the rating of specific duties is also to be used for overall
performance. In addition, the instructions provide for comment in
the narrative on the relative performance of the person being rated
withotherpeoplelmovntotheraterdoingaimila.rvork.

Section D - Description of the Employee

The weight of opinion by users of the Report is that the
ratings of specifie charscteristics are not very meaningful and
could well be discontimaed. It wes pointed ocut that such eharacter.
istics as "Gets Things Done", “Resourceful”, "writes Effectively”,
end the like would, if applicable to the job berformed, be considered
in the level of rating eccorded specific duties and also in the
narrative evaluations of performence. Aceordiagly, the purpose of
this section might be served equally well if the Pitness Report
@irections (Tedb B-7) include instructions to the following effeect:

"In the evaluation of the memner of performance
of specific duties and oversll Job performance,
the following factors will be consldered and
specifically commented upon when they are con-
sidered of significance in the Job:

Produetivity Mobility
Decisiveness Records Discipline
Resourcefulness Versatility
Supervisory Effectiveness Cost Consciocusness

Ability to Think Clearly
Acceptance of Responsibility
Effeetiveness of Written Expreasion
Effectiveness of Oral Expression

Section D could then be eliminated, and the report thereby simplified
without losing any vital elemenmts.

b=
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Section P - Cez’tﬂ?z}‘ggticn and Coamente

Fevw camments cx suzsestions were Teceoived as to the use or
contivuance of tiis pecticn. It was found that the subsecticn
which provides ¢rot the suservisor return the blans form with
explanation when a womort is not being mode was servimg little
useful purpose ard com be eliminated to gave jpaper work. The
sare effect caw te achieved through using other sections of the
report for this wurnose. Tre propoced ingtructions will so in-
dicate.

In Section D, 1 gpace has been provided for the person being
rated to check g btox to irndicate that he has attached a memcrandum
regarding the report, should he desire to cubmit one.

In the subseection providing for Certificatioms and Camments
by the Reviewing Official, it is noted tbat in about 96% of the
cases, the Reviewing Official would have given the employee about
the same evaluation; in 1% the Reviewing Official would have rated
the employee higher; in 1% J wer. In 2% of the cases, the Review-
ing Official was not sufficlently familiar with the employee's
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STUDY OF FITHESS REFORTING

1. Approach Used

A study of the effectivencss of the current Fitness Reporting
Systen vas accauplished through the exsmination of & represeatative
sazple of 300 Fitness Reports completed during 1960 and through the
reviev of conments and suggestions on fitness reporting received volun-
tarily or upon request from supervisors, personnel officers, and
employees. In addition istical distribution of ratings om
overall armance for prepared during 1960 was tabu-
Yeted w . ong of this review end the suggestions
edvanced to correct deficiencies noted are get forth in the following
sections.

2. Bating Btanderds

A. Tabulations of the distribution of fitness report ratings on
Performance of Specific Dutieg, Overall Performance and Deseription
of the Employee sre presemted in Tabs B-1, 2, 3 and 4. They show
the following:

(1) Performance of Specific Duties

The ratings given to three specific duties were used for this
analysis. The prafiles for the three major directorates show
& very close similarity in the use of the seven degree rating
scale (Tab B-1). Rating Number One, Unsatisfactory, wes not
used at all, and Rating Number Seven, Outstanding, wes used
to a remarkably close degree. The percentsge of use of
Ratings Three, FPour, Pive and Six were very close for the
ID/I end DD/P whereas in the DD/S area lower ratings were
given. A comparative distribution of the ratings of the
£irst three speeific duties of a proporticnate sample from
¢ach of the individual ecareer services of the three major
directorates is presented in Tab B-4. This reveals the
pame pattern as mentioned izmmediately ebove. This analysis
also incluied a btreskdown by the fallowing grade groupings:
G8 6-8; G8 9-11; end GB 12-13. A direct relationship of
higher ratings for higher grades was evident.
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(2)

(3)

(%)

Overall Performance in Curremt Position

Bating of Oversll Performance euwployed the use of & six-degree
rating scale. As in the case of the seven-degree scale used for
rating Specific Performance, Rating Number One was used extremely
infrequently (Tab B-2). vhﬂ.ethereuasahighdegreeotsm-
larity in the profiles for the grade groupings GS 6-8 end GS 9-11,
it vas egain evident that the higher the grade the higher the
frequency of higher ratings.

The distribution of Overall BRatings by msjor dlrectorate was

similar to those for Specific Performance. The ID/I and
ID/P assigned more ratings at the two higher levels of rating,
Superior and Outstanding, than the ID/S; however, the three
directorates compare very closely when the three top levels of
rabing are combined.

both when viewed from a Career Service standpoint and from a
grade grouping standpoint. The highest rating, Five, Outstanding,
wvas assigned to approximately twenty percent of the items rated.

This is a considerably greater use of the Outstanding Rating
for this purpose than in the evaluation of the Performance of

Specific Duties or Overall Ferformance. Characterisgtic of this
analysis the individua) ID/I and DD/P Career Sexrvices employed
the two higher retings, Above Average Degree and Ou

Degree, more frequently than those of the M®/S, (‘Fab B-k).

e averages for all ratings for each of these rating categories
are as follows:

Rating Category Rating Scale Agency Average
(Seven Degree Scale)

Specifie Duties b Competent 5.0 Excellent
5 Excellent

6 Superior
(81x Degree Scale)
Overall Performance 4 Clearly Exoeeds 4.3
Bequiremente
S Superior in Rvery
Important Respect
(Pive Degree Seale)

Description of the llamlAnesree 4.0 Above Average
Employee Above Aversge
5 Outstanding
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B. The nature of the distribution of Fitness Report ratings and averages
in the foregoing might raise questions and point to conclusions such as
the following:

(1) The use of three separate rating scales of five, six and
seven degrees makes it difficult for a supervisor to apply
standards clearly and uniformly to the three separate rating
categories used in the report.

(2) In the use of Fitness Reports for personnel managemeni purposes,
a difficulty, similar to that in (1) above, exists causing management
officials to usually focus on the rating for Overall Performance, and
the narrative statement in their interpretation of a Fitness Report.

(3) Inasmch as the performsnce of nearly all Agency personnel
clearly or greatly exceeds the requirements of their positioas,
are our people overgualified for the work!? Or, are our standards
of performance established too low? Or, is the terminology used
for our rating standards confusing and uncl(ar? (We bave 2ong
maintained that our qualifications standards are high and the
requirements of most of our work diffiecult and demanding.)

(%) Revieving Officials may be encouraging unrealistic rating
practices by their failure to play an active role in the application
of rating standards and contribution to the evaluation of the

individual.

(5) Rating officials may be insdequately trained in the lmportant
supervisory function of employee evaluation and fitness reporting.

c. Although seme validity may be accorded to each of the above possible
conclusions, there are a number of extenuating circumstances vhich also
must be given careful consideration in any attempt to improve our rating

practices:

(1) Difficulty 1in stating, understanding and interpretating
rating standards is not limited to CIA but has long existed in
other agencies, the military services and in private organizations.
Despite constant efforts to achieve valid rating programs, no one
system has yet emerged as conspiciously successful. Our current
fitness report form is generally regarded as superior to or at
least as good as any previously used.

(2) In CIA, it is difficult to provide adeguate recognition for
individuals who perform well. The Fitness Report tims serves an
Wtwrpouofneogniﬁngmtherseorﬂgoodorexmtioml
achievement and performance. The trend, undarstandably, has been
to take & lidberal approach in the interest of managemsnt-employee
relations. This approach has been justified particularly for
amall overseas units vhere close and harmonious supervisor-enployee
association is imperative to successful operation.
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(3) Most Agency assignments do not lend themselves to precise
definition and description nor to the establisiment of formal
standards of performance. Characteristically, our system hms
long recogmized that the capabilities of the individual influence
what his position, its requirements, and frequently, the grade
level will be. Thus, the individual and the job are more neerly
synonymous in CIA than in most organizations, & fact which com-
plicates the use of job requirements as 2 standard for measuring
effectiveness of performance.

(%) Perplexing problems have arisen when Career Serviece officials
have sought to take adverse action against an employee fremkly
acknowledged to be substandard but whose Fiiness Report faith-
fully docusents his performance and capability over the years as
consistently distinguished.

(5) In recognition of the need for improving existing employee
evaluation practices, several of our Career Service Heads and

aperatinsotficulammhannmmkmgmm:ndaggnuln
efforts to obtain realistic ratings. BSome successss have been
achieved, but a unified, Agency-vide affort in thie respect has
not been undertaken.

The above characteristies of fitness reporting in the Agemcy have been
taken into accouiit in developing the proposal which follows for revising
the fitness reporting program. ZRarly in our review, we concluded that it
would be praferable and more acceptable to employees and supervisors alike
to imstitute revised rating standards and prastices coupled with the intro-
duetion of a substantially new fitness report form rather than attempting
major readjustments in rating while contimuing to use the existing rating
scales and form.

Kumerical Reting Bcales

The current Fitness Report Form, Teb B-5, uses separate and inde-
pendently defined rating scales for evaluating performance of Speeific
Duties, Overall Performance, and Employee Characteristics in Ssctions
B, C and D, respectively. The scales have seven, six, and five degrees
of discrimination in order to eliminate standardization or direct com-
parison between the respective factors rated. In practice, however, the
variance in rating scales and the neeessity to use a differemt adjectival
or deseriptive definition of the scale for each part of the Fitnese Report
bave caused complications and misundsrsiandings and deiracted from the
acceptance of the Report. Some of the complicstions may have rosulted
from the fact that, based on a strict comparisen OF the degree definitions,
there are literally nine (9) distinguishable degrees of retings nov in use.
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Section B Section C Section D

Degree Specific Duties Overall Performance Exployee Charecteristics
1. Unsatisfactory (1) Fails to Meet Requirements (1) Least Possible Degree (1)
2. Barely Adequate (2) . & v v ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o Limited Degree (2)
3. Meetis Most Requirements; (2) . « . . . v ¢ o o « &

Deficient in Ons or More
Important respects

h. Acceptable (3) ¢ e ot it et e
5. Competent (3) Meets Basic Requirements (3) Normal Degree (3)
6. Exceeds Basic Requirements (M) Above Average (&)
7. Excellent (5) ¢ ¢t i i e e
8. Superior (6) superior (5) ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o oo o
9. Outstanding (7) Outstanding (6) Outstanding (5)

Caments received fraom supervisors, persomel officers, and employees
(including several indspendent employee suggestions submitted wunder the
Suggestions Awards Program) favor simplification and skandardization of

the rating scale. Accordingly the revised rating scale proposed in Section
B 1s designed to eliminate difficulties occasimmed by the incongrucus rating
scales in the present form.

k. Content and Format of the Fitness Report

mrollmmmyhsmﬁndingsuthnspecttom
effectiveness of the various major sections of the Current Fitness

Report, Form 45, Tab 5, and ocutline recommended changes. A revised
Form 45, incorporating the changes, is attached as Tad B-6.

(1) Beetion A - General Foom 45
This section covers basic data fdentifying the employee and

and his status. Changes are required to indicate category of
employes to replace section ewrrently titled "Career Staff Status".

(2) There was general agreement that specific major duties warrant
individual evaluation on an adjective soale, but the current sevem
degree rating must be simplified. There was also a proposal that
each specific duty reeeive a narrative evaluation. A five degree
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(3) Section C - Evalustion of Overall Performsnce
=

(3) Section D - Desoription of the Ewployee

ottee il o o a eharacter..
Gets Things Done sourceful®, “writes R vely”

and the 1ike vould, if epplicsble to the job performed, :.‘Ttimu;.a

mmmanmwmmmmmum

specifically eosmented upon vhen -
mam‘mmm”;?-yuee@

Protuetivity Mobi i
Decisivensss Eeem'd:y Discipline
Regourcefulness Versatild{

Supervisory Effectiveness Cost m.gm

Ability to Think Clearly

Section D could then be eliminated, end the repart there
without losing any vita) elements. by simplified

6-
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(5) Section E - Narretive Description of Manner of Job Performance

mation on persanal characteristics gqualifi
p b ’ cations, potential for
m'hn'e 3 ?seismmts, and treining or developmental assigmnents

(6) Section F - Certification and Comments

for
m. this purpose. The broposed instructions will so in-

h&cﬂmn,lmhammt

oxr the
ntedtochcckaboxtomdiutethnthamatw,rm;n
nmthemt,shwmmmmtomhutm.

Approved For Release 2001/08/29 : CIA:;E)P78-03578A0007_00080009-9

/




5.

6.
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performance to evaluate. In only about 10% of the 96% 414 the
Reviewing Official make comments which could be judged as con-
tributing substantially to the usefulnsss of the report.

The role of the Reviewing Official and his accountability for
mmtdﬁmunwtntingshwmtbmsmm-
sized in most parts of the Agency. We beliewe that more positive
wtionbythohudcﬂng“ﬂciﬂvﬂlwﬂyhclpnum.vinga
realistic rating program, and accordingly recommend that a narrative
evaluation by the Reviewing Officer be encoureged. In the new
Section D-3 we would hope that the Reviewing Officer will state
vhy he would give the employee the same or different evaluation and
amplify the rating official's comments on the employee's overall
evaluation. Presant procedures for resolving wide divergsncies
of opinion between reter and reviewer by ths Director of Personnel
and the hsad of the Career Bervice concernsd and for notifying
employees would be continued.

Proposed Fitness Report Form (Tab 6)

Reconmendaticns made in the preceding Section 4 are incorporated in the
form together with the basic instructions considered necessary. This fom
will be supplemented by a more detailed Instruction (Tad 7).

Fitness Report Procedures

Regula Fitness Report, established curreunt procedires which
are consistent recamendations of this study. Tbe scheduling of
reports by grade groups with timing related to promotion considerations has

Evaluation of Specific Duties

Evaluation of Overall Performance An Current Position
Description of Employes

Tabulation of Fitness Report Ratings by Career Service & Grade
Current Porm 45

Proposed Porm 45

Instructions for Pitness Report

EEEEEEE
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